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Bait size versus bait polarization (HSV-1) 
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Bait size versus bait polarization (HIV-1) 
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Bait size versus bait polarization (RSV) 
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Sequence composition vs lysate binding (HSV-1) 




CM CM «— 

o *- o o o o 
<c <c »- i- 



FIG. 35a 



CM CM 



Sequence composition vs tysate binding (HIV-1) 




-5 150 - 



CMCMCMCNJ-,— i— 



<c o o 



O O O O 



I— CM CM 

Q_ D_ 



DC DC 



FIG. 35b 



Sequence composition vs lysate binding (RSV) 
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FIG. 35c 



REPLICOR compounds versus Vaccinia 




FIG. 36 



SEQUENCE COMPOSITION VS ANTI-HSV 
EFFICACY 
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FIG. 37a 



Effect of sequence composition on efficiacy 
against HSV-1 
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FIG. 37b 



